Purpose -This study aimed to investigate the relation among work values and protean and boundaryless career orientations.
Introduction
Today's societies are becoming more "liquid" and uncertain (Bauman, 2007) . In addition, individuals are compelled to define on their own their fundamental benchmarks or core standards to orient and navigate their careers across the lifespan (Rodrigues et al., 2013) . Thus, personal standards in terms of values have gained greater importance in contemporary careers that are increasingly described as more subjective, "protean" and "boundaryless" (e.g., Derr and Briscoe, 2007; Sullivan and Baruch, 2009 ).
Having a protean career orientation (PCO) implies the pursuit of one's own criteria of career success and the active management of one's career (Gubler et al., 2014) . A boundaryless career orientation (BCO) involves the willingness to pursue career opportunities and relationships across organizational boundaries .
Despite a growing research attention to consequences of these two career orientations for individual career actors, their fundamental nature remains insufficiently understood. Specifically, it remains unclear to what extent these newer career orientations are related to work values. For example, it is unclear whether the values of freedom and growth are inherent to a PCO (Hall, 2004) or, as proposed by several authors (e.g., Arnold and Cohen, 2008; Gubler et al., 2014) , whether all types of work values (e.g., status, money, interesting work) can drive protean individuals, as long as they are personally held values. Moreover, while research has shown that PCO and BCO are significantly correlated (e.g., (Rounds et al., 1981) , the Ronen's classification of Hofstede's (1980) Work Values (Ronen, 1994) , and the Super's Work Values Inventory (SWVI; Super and Sverko, 1995) and postulated that five work values domains might underlie these measures: Achievement/self-actualization, autonomy, power or status, social relationships, and work environment. Similarly, Berings et al. (2004) Berings, 2002) , the SWVI, the MIQ, the Values Scale (VS; Nevill and Super, 1986) , the Customer Service Questionnaire (CSQ; Saville and Holdsworth, 1992) , and the Schwartz Values Survey (SVS; Schwartz, 1992) and concluded that the structure underlying these scales might be captured by six broad work values factors:
Independence, creativity, coworker relationships, achievement, earnings, and security.
Three studies have provided empirical evidences about the underlying dimensions of work values. Macnab and Fitzsimmons (1987) used a multitraitmultimethod design to compare the four work values scales of the MIQ, the SWVI, the VS, and the Work Aspect Preferences (WAP; Pryor, 1981) and found eight distinct work values domains: Authority, co-workers, creativity, independence, security, altruism, work conditions, and prestige. Recently, Leuty and Hansen (2011) examined the underlying dimensions of three of the most frequently used measures of work values, the MIQ, the SWVI-Revised (SWVI-R; Zytowski, 2006) , and the Manhardt's Work values Inventory (MWVI; Manhardt, 1972) , and found empirical support for six work values dimensions: Environment, competence, status, autonomy, organizational culture, and relationships. This literature review on work values shows that there is still a lack consensus about the underlying structure of the various work values scales. However, the most comprehensive studies suggest to consider four broader work values domains, (a) intrinsic work values (related to autonomy, creativity, variety, achievement, challenge, and intellectual stimulation), (b) extrinsic work values (related to money, security, and work environment), (c) social/relational work values (related to interacting with people, altruism, and contribution to society), and (d) status work values (related to prestige, management, and influence) (e.g., Jin and Rounds, 2012) . These four higher-order domains of work values may have the potential to summarize most of the needs and values individuals seek and try to satisfy through working. Thus, we expected that four work values factors similar to those mentioned above would underlie the work values scales from Dawis and Lofquist (1984; McCloy et al., 1999) and Super (1970 A career orientation can be viewed as a subjective construction of one's own career. In recent years, the PCO and BCO have received considerable attention in the career literature (e.g., Derr and Briscoe, 2007; Sullivan and Baruch, 2009 ). The protean career describes a self-determined and values-driven career (Hall, 2004) . According to Gubler et al. (2014) , PCO represents the subjective part of the protean career and can be defined as an "attitude towards developing one's own definition of what constitutes a successful career and taking action to achieve those success criteria as well as one's motivation to adapt to a changing environment" (pp. 23-24). identified two dimensions underlying a PCO: (1) values-driven and (2) self-directed. The values-driven dimension refers to a "person's internal values that provide guidance and measure of success for the individual's career". The self-directed dimension refers to a person's "ability to be adaptive in terms of performance and learning demands" (Briscoe and Hall, 2006, p. 8) .
The boundaryless career concept is based on the idea that new types of careers go beyond the boundary of a single employer or organization. DeFillippi and Arthur (1996) defined the boundaryless career as "one of independence from, rather than dependence on, traditional organizational career arrangements" involving "opportunities that go beyond any single employer" (p. 116). Sullivan and Arthur (2006) conceptualized the boundaryless career along the dimensions of physical and psychological mobility. These two dimensions have been reconceptualized in terms of (1) organizational mobility preference and (2) a boundaryless mindset . Mobility preference describes the "actual movement between jobs, firms, occupations, and countries" while the boundaryless mindset reflects the "capacity to move as seen through the mind of career actor" (Sullivan and Arthur, 2006, p. 21 ).
According to PCO and BCO are related but distinct constructs. A recent meta-analyses by Wiernik and Kostal (2015) investigated the validity of PCO and BCO measures. Their findings supported the construct validity and interrelations between PCO and the boundaryless mindset subscale of BCO. However, the mobility preference subscale of BCO seemed to form a separate construct.
Therefore, knowing which work values differentiate subscales of PCO and BCO will permit to better understand typical motives underlying these career orientations as well as their differential impact on career outcomes . For example, based on Wiernik and Kostal (2015) , we might expect more similarities in work values between PCO and boundaryless mindset than between PCO and mobility preference.
Relationships Between Work Values and PCO and BCO Hall (1976 Hall ( , 2004 postulated that protean careerists will primarily value freedom and growth. Later, conceptualized a values-driven dimension as a core aspect of a PCO, suggesting that protean individuals will focus on personal values, rather than those from the organization, to guide and evaluate their career.
Consequently, some authors have argued that any type of value (e.g., security, conformity) could be relevant to guide and evaluate a protean career, as long as it is congruent with the individual's internal core values (e.g., Arnold & Cohen, 2008) .
However, this notion contradicts common descriptions of a protean career as being directed by the specific values of personal growth and freedom (cf. Hall, 2004) . This controversy reflects the lack of clarity in the conceptualization of the PCO in relation to values. Sargent and Domberger (2007) used semi-structured interviews with young adults and found that protean individuals attached primary importance to the values of contribution to society and work-life balance. In a quantitative study, Segers et al. (2008) reported that people who endorsed a self-directed protean career attached more importance to motives related to achievement and personal growth, whereas they assigned less importance to those related to job security. Individuals with higher scores on the values-driven dimension of PCO were less motivated by extrinsic motivators, such as money, status, and promotion. In sum, the few existing studies suggest that a PCO is more commonly related to some work values than others. However, these studies are not directly comparable due to their different methodologies and applied work values taxonomies. Hence, the current literature lacks a more robust empirical investigation regarding the relationships among work values and PCO.
However, theoretical arguments suggest that protean individuals are primarily driven by the needs for freedom, growth, and self-determination (Hall, 2004; Segers et al., 2008) . Also based on the findings of Segers et al. (2008) , we might thus expect that being protean is positively associated with intrinsic work values (e.g., personal growth and achievement) and negatively associated with extrinsic work values.
Hypothesis 2: PCO is positively related to intrinsic work values and negatively related to extrinsic work values.
Similar to PCO, it is assumed that people with a BCO will generally value a nontraditional career path and not place high value on pay, promotion, or status (see Sullivan, 1999, p. 458) . However, empirical research on this issue is sparse. To the best of our knowledge, only Segers et al. (2008) directly investigated the relationships among work values and BCO. They reported that individuals with BCO in terms of psychological mobility were motivated by autonomy and affiliation, while people with BCO in terms of physical mobility attached more importance to money, status, and promotion, placing less importance on job security. However, Segers et al. (2008) used types of motivators at work and an uncommon assessment of work values. Thus, a more precise picture of the relationship between work values and BCO is needed.
Based on theoretical considerations and the findings by Segers et al.'s (2008) , we can assume that people who exhibit a boundaryless mindset will attach more importance to intrinsic (e.g., autonomy and independence) and social (e.g., affiliation) work values (Segers et al. 2008) . Conversely, those who show a high mobility preference will exhibit a higher preference for status work values (e.g., to obtain greater responsibility), but a lower preference for extrinsic work values (e.g., security). 
Method

Participants
We recruited 238 employees aged 16 to 65 years (Mage = 35.60, SD = 13.03) from the French-speaking region of Switzerland. Half of them were women (n = 121, 51%), and the majority were Swiss (86%). In addition, 46% of participants were employed in the public sector, whereas 44% worked in the private sector. The remaining 10% were self-employed. Two thirds of the participants worked full-time (67%). In terms of education, 5% of participants reported having completed a mandatory secondary school degree; 33% had vocational training; 14% obtained a high school degree; 8% acquired professional education and training; 15% earned a bachelor's degree; 18% held a master's degree; and 7% had a doctoral degree. In addition, 24% of participants worked in realistic occupations, 21% in investigation occupations, 5% in artistic occupations, 17% in social occupations, 15% in enterprising occupations, and 18% in conventional occupations.
Measures
Means, standard deviations, and Cronbach's alpha coefficients of all measures are reported in Table II. Dawis and Lofquist's work values. We used a French translation of the Work Importance Profiler (WIP; McCloy et al., 1999) to measure Dawis and Lofquist's work values. It consisted of 21 items measuring the seven work values, including achievement (2 items; e.g., "It is important that the work could give me a feeling of accomplishment"), altruism (3 items; e.g., "It is important that I could do things for other people"), autonomy (3 items; e.g., "It is important that I could plan my work with little supervision"), internal comfort (3 items; e.g., "It is important that I could work alone on the job"), external comfort (3 items; e.g., "It is important that the job would have good working conditions") safety (3 items; "It is important that I have supervisors who would back up their workers with management"), and status (4 items; e.g., "It is important that I would be looked up to by others in my company and my community").
The items were independently translated into French by the first author and a postdoctoral researcher in psychology, both of whom were native French speakers with high proficiency in English. A final French version was developed by consensus regarding wording and sentence structure. This version was then back-translated into English by a post-doctoral researcher in vocational psychology with high proficiency in English and compared with the original version. This showed that the translation was adequate and that no further adjustments were necessary. As a response format, we used a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not important at all) to 5 (very important).
Super's work values. We used a validated French translation (Super, 1991 ) of Super's Work Values Inventory (SWVI; Super, 1970) to measure the 15 work values with 45 items (three items per value) of achievement (e.g., "Work in which you get the feeling of having done a good day's work"), altruism (e.g., "Work in which you help others"), associates (e.g., "Work in which you form friendships with your fellow employees"), creativity (e.g., "Work in which you create something new"), aesthetic (e.g., "Work in which you add beauty to the world"), economic returns (e.g., "Work in which you are paid enough to live comfortably"), intellectual stimulation (e.g., "Work in which you have to keep solving new problems"), independence (e.g., "Work in which you make your own decisions"), management (e.g., "Work in which you have authority over others"), prestige (e.g., "Work in which you gain prestige in your field"), security (e.g., "Work in which you are sure of always having a job"), supervisory relations (e.g., "Work in which you have a boss who gives you a square deal"), surroundings (e.g., "Work in which you like the setting in which your job is done"), variety (e.g., "Work in which you do not do the same thing all the time"), and way of life (e.g., "Work in which you can be the kind of person you would like to be"). The response format consisted of a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not important at all) to 5 (very important).
Protean career orientation. We used a validated French translation (Stauffer et al., 2016) of the PCO Scale (PCAS; consisting of 14 items that measure the self-directed career management (8 items; e.g., "I am responsible for my success or failure in my career") and values-driven (6 items; e.g., "I navigate my own career, based on my personal priorities, as opposed to my employer's priorities") dimensions of PCO. The response format consisted of a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (to little or no extent) to 5 (to a great extent).
Boundaryless career orientation. A validated French translation (Stauffer et al., 2016) of the BCO Scale (BCAS; was used consisting of 13 items that measure the two dimensions of boundaryless mindset (8 items; e.g., "I seek job assignments that allow me to learn something new") and mobility preference (5 reversed items; e.g., "In my ideal career, I would work for only one organization"). The response format consisted of a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (to little or no extent) to 5 (to a great extent).
Procedure
Participants were recruited by student assistants who sent email invitations or posted them on social networking sites (e.g., Facebook). The survey invitation contained a brief description of the study purpose and a link to the questionnaire. A consent form was presented at the beginning of the questionnaire. Participants who provided their written informed consent were assured of their anonymity and confidentiality. Moreover, participants were informed that they could receive personalized feedback on their career profile based on their responses if desired. The response rate cannot be exactly estimated due to the sampling strategy used. However, among the 310 individuals who started the questionnaire 238, 77% completed the entire survey. Only data from participants who completed the entire questionnaire were included in the analyses.
Results
Preliminary analyses
First, as we used self-reported measures of PCO, BCO, and work values, a certain amount of common method variance can be expected. To test the presence of a common method effect, we conducted the Harman's single factor test (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003) . Strong common method variance would be indicated if a general factor, which contains all assessed variables, accounts for the majority of variance among the variables or if such a one factor model fits the data well according commonly used model-fit criteria. To be considered as adequate Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) and Standardized Root Mean Squared Residual (SRMR) values should be lower than .08, Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) values higher than .90, and chi-square per degree of freedom should be equal or lower than 3 (Hu and Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2005) . Results showed that the one general factor did not account for a substantial amount of variance (i.e., 17% of total variance) and also did not fit the data well: (S-Bχ² (4278) = 12856.58, p < .001, χ²/df = 3.01, CFI = .268, RMSEA = .092, 90% IC [.090, .094], SRMR = .123). Second, because we used newly adapted French versions of the PCO and BCO scales, we wanted to evaluate the validity of their respective two factor models In the first step, we examined the bivariate correlations among the measures (Table II) Finally, the BCO mobility preference dimension was significantly positively related only to variety (r =.20), and had significant negative correlations with prestige (r = -.15), economic returns (r = -.15), external comfort (r = -.29), and security (r = -.46). As shown in Table 2 , the results of the bivariate correlations confirmed H3 and H4, but only partially supported H2, as only the BCO mobility preference dimension -but not PCOexhibited significant negative correlations with extrinsic work values. Next, we conducted an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with principal axis factoring (PAF) and promax rotation to determine the underlying dimensions among the assessed work values. We examined the eigenvalues, scree plot, parallel analysis, and interpretability of factor solutions to determine the number of factors to retain. A parallel analysis suggested the retention of four factors, which was confirmed by the scree plot (Fig. 1) . Moreover, the four retained factors appeared to be easily interpretable in light of the work values structures proposed in the literature. These four factors yielded initial eigenvalues of 7.13, 3.10, 1.86, and 1.10, respectively, and explained 59.92% of the total variance. The value of the sampling adequacy of .85 was satisfactory. Furthermore, Bartlett's test of sphericity was significant at p < .001. Table III shows the results of the PAF. Each work value variable had loadings greater than .40 on its respective factor. No cross-loading higher than .40 was observed. Each factor retained encompasses work values from Dawis and Lofquist (1984) and Super's (1970) classification. The first factor, which explained 32.38% of the total variance, reflected intrinsic work values (e.g., autonomy, independence, creativity, or variety). The second factor (14.10%) was associated with extrinsic work values (e.g., safety, surroundings, or economic returns) and the supervisory relations work value. The third factor (8.45%) included social/relational work values (e.g., altruism or associates). Aesthetics work values as defined by Super (1970) (i.e., work values that permit one to contribute beauty to the world) also loaded on this factor. Finally, the fourth factor (4.99%) included status work values (i.e., management, status, and prestige). Taken together, results of the EFA suggested that four meaningful factors did underlie the used work values measures, confirming H1. In order to describe the relation between work values and career orientations and to map PCO and BCO dimensions into the work values structure, we conducted a factor extension analysis (FEA; Horn, 1973) . This analysis provides an unbiased and comprehensive picture of connections among factors extracted in a factor analysis with newly associated variables. Technically, factor extension analysis (See Revelle, 2009, for more details) calculates loadings of new variables on previously extracted factors, without including these new variables in the original factor analysis. Thus, the relevance of newly added variables can be estimated without impacting the original factor structure. Results (see Fig. 2 ), using the fa.extension function in the psych package in R, reproduced the factor loadings obtained in the above FA. In addition, it showed significant loadings of PCO and BCO dimensions on the four work values factors (see Table III for overall loadings). Specifically, FEA indicated that self-directed and valuesdriven dimensions of PCO loaded significantly on the intrinsic work values factor with factor loadings above .50 and .40, respectively, partially confirming H2. Similarly, the mobility preference dimension of BCO loaded significantly (above. 40) on the intrinsic work values factor. Finally, the boundaryless mindset dimension of BCO loaded above .30 on the social/relational factor, confirming H3. However, no significant and negative relation was found between BCO mobility preference and extrinsic work values and a negative relation was found with status work values, rejecting H4. 
Discussion
The aim of the present study was to investigate overlap between PCO, BCO, and work values. Towards this aim, we assessed the underlying factors of different work values scales (Dawis and Lofquist, 1984; Super, 1970) This opens avenues to further investigate the relation between work values, more general personal values, and how they are related to different career orientations.
Relations among PCO, BCO, and Work Values
Despite the increasing number of studies on PCO and BCO, little is known about how these career orientations are related to work values. This is an important theoretical question in order to better understand the nature of these orientations. For instance, it is important to clarify whether the values of freedom and growth are inherent to PCO (Hall, 2004) or, as proposed by several authors (e.g., Arnold and Cohen, 2008; Gubler et al., 2014) , whether all types of work values (e.g., status, money, interesting work) can drive protean individuals, as long as they are personally held values. Thus, we used correlational, regression, and exploratory factor analyses techniques to investigate communalities, differences, and underlying dimensions of PCO, BCO, and work values.
Our results confirmed that PCO and BCO are related but distinct constructs BCO has theoretically been associated with seeking non-traditional career paths and rewards (Sullivan, 1999) . This suggests that boundaryless careerists are likely to value work aspects related to autonomy or independence. Supporting this notion, we found a significant positive correlation between the boundaryless mindset subdimension of BCO and intrinsic and social work values, such as variety, creativity, intellectual stimulation, autonomy, achievement, and associates. These findings imply that people with a boundaryless mindset seem to value autonomy and seek challenges, creativity, and affiliation across varied professional and organizational situations. Taken together, these results are consistent with those of previous studies. They support Briscoe et al.'s (2006) finding of an association between a boundaryless mindset and openness to experience as well as the association reported by Segers et al. (2008) between a boundaryless mindset and both autonomy and affiliation motives. However, we also found a positive correlation between a boundaryless mindset and status, indicating that being boundaryless is not incompatible with holding traditional career values (cf. Baruch, 2006) . With regard to the mobility preference dimension, we found significant negative correlations with extrinsic work values, such as security, external comfort, and economic returns. These findings suggest that people with a mobility preference are likely to reject extrinsic (material) rewards. However, this finding contradicts that of Segers et al. (2008) , who found a positive association between mobility preference and valuing money. The reason for this difference might be that Segers et al. used status and money as interchangeable work motives. In contrast, we distinguished between status and money (i.e., economic returns) work values. In addition, we found that work values were differently related to different BCO subdimensions. Factor extension analysis suggested that boundaryless mindset is positively related to social/relational work values. However, mobility preference was more strongly related to intrinsic work values.
Limitations and Avenues for Future Research
The present study is not without limitations. First, some work values measures (e.g., achievement, way of life, or supervisory relations) had low reliability estimates, possibly due to the small number of items in these scales. Second, the present study lacked comparisons in terms of gender, age, educational level, or occupational domains as they were not part of our purpose. Finally, we only provided a description of relationships between work values and both PCO and BCO at a particular time point and cultural context, which might have limited the scope of the present findings and their generalizability.
Despite these limitations, our findings have important implications for future research. First, we provided detailed empirical knowledge on career orientations in relation to work values. In sum, our findings revealed that PCO and BCO are meaningfully related to the expression of intrinsic work values, with exception of the boundaryless mindset orientation that was more consistently related to social/relational work values. These findings suggest that protean and boundaryless actors may be driven by such work values and use them as criteria to define subjective career success.
Second, as we used the four higher-order work values domains of intrinsic, extrinsic, social/relational, and status work values, a meaningful connection of our results to Schwartz's (Ros et al., 1999) higher-order human values domains can be drawn. As such, our results might have implications for cross-cultural studies. For instance, based on Schwartz's values framework, Sagiv et al. (2011) mapped national groups according to their typical values. Therefore, the four work values orientations may create a bridge for future research to match career orientations with cultural orientations.
In sum, we showed communalities and differences among work values and career orientations that make a contribution to the protean and boundaryless career literature.
Our study helps to clarify what people who are high in PCO and BCO typically value in their career. As such, we shed light on which criteria of subjective career success are typically applied by people who manage their careers in a self-directed, values-driven way and who go beyond organizational boundaries in their career development. Dawis and Lofquist's (1984; McCloy et al., 1999) McCloy et al. (1999) suggested to split comfort into external and internal comforts. Super's (1970) 
